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HUB LAW OFFICES 
Ford Greene, Esquire 
711 Sir Francis Drake Blvd. 
San Anselmo, CA 94960 
(415) 258-0360 


Ford Greene 

California State Bar No. 107601 
HUB LAW OFFICES 

711 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
San Anselmo, California 94960-1949 
Telephone: (415) 258-0360 


MOV 0 9 


MARIN COUNTY CLERK 

BY: E. 


Attorney for Defendants 

GERALD ARMSTRONG and 

THE GERALD ARMSTRONG CORPORATION 


RECEIVED 
NOV 0 9 1993 
HUB LAW OFFICES 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF MARIN 


CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL,) 


a California not-for-profit 
religious corporation. 

Plaintiff, 


) 


vs. 


GERALD ARMSTRONG; MICHAEL WALTON; 
THE GERALD ARMSTRONG CORPORATION, 
a California for-profit 
corporation; DOES 1 through 100, 
inclusive, 

Defendants. 


No. 157 680 

DECLARATION OF FORD GREENE 
IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS' 
REPLY MEMORANDUM POINTS 
AND OF AUTHORITIES IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION TO 
COMMENCE COORDINATION 
PROCEEDINGS 


Date: November 12, 1993 

Time: 9:00 

Dept: One 

Trial Date: None Set 


FORD GREENE declares: 

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the Courts 
of the State of California and am the attorney of record for 
GERALD ARMSTRONG, and THE GERALD ARMSTRONG CORPORATION, defendants 
herein. 

2. I am also the attorney of record for said defendants in 
Church of Scientology International v. Armstrong . L.A.S.C. No. BC 
052 395 (" Armstrong II ") and in the appeal of a preliminary 
injunction in that case for which notice was filed on July 30, 
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1992, in Second District Court of Appeal, case No. B 069 450. 


3. Attached hereto and incorporated herein is a true and 
correct copy of a document the authenticity of which I know 
because I am the attorney of record in the litigation in which it 
was filed. Said document is designated as Exhibit A. It is the 
Table of Contents to Armstrong's Opening Brief in the Second 
District Court of Appeal, Case No. B 069 450. 

Under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the State of 
California I hereby declare that the foregoing is true and correct 
according to my first-hand knowledge, except those matters stated 
to be on information and belief, and as to those matters, I 
believe them to be true. 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 


I am employed in the County of Marin, State of California. I 

am over the age of eighteen years and am not a party to the above 

entitled action. My business address is 711 Sir Francis Drake 

Boulevard, San Anselmo, California. I served the following 

documents: DECLARATION OF FORD GREENE IN SUPPORT OF 

DEFENDANTS ' REPLY MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMMENCE 
COORDINATION PROCEEDINGS 

on the following person(s) on the date set forth below, by placing 
a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage 
thereon fully prepaid to be placed in the United States Mail at 
San Anselmo, California: 

Andrew Wilson, Esquire PERSONAL 

WILSON, RYAN & CAMPILONGO 

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 450 

San Francisco, California 94104 

LAURIE J. BARTILSON, ESQ. MAIL 

Bowles & Moxon 

6255 Sunset Boulevard, Suite 2000 
Los Angeles, California 90028 

PAUL MORANTZ, ESQ. MAIL 

P.O. Box 511 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

MICHAEL WALTON 
707 Fawn Drive 

San Anselmo, CA 94960 PERSONAL 

[X] (By Mail) I caused such envelope with postage thereon 

fully prepaid to be placed in the United 
States Mail at San Anselmo, California. 


[X] (Personal) I caused said papers to be personally service 

on the office of opposing counsel. 

[X] (State) I declare under penalty of perjury under the 

laws of the State of California that the above 
is true and correct. 

DATED: November 9, 1993 
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EXHIBIT A 




IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT, DIVISION FOUR 
Civ. No. B 069450 

(Super. Ct. No. BC 052395) RECEIVED 

_ JAN 2 3 1383 

HUB LAW OFFICES 

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL, 

Plaintiff-Respondent 

lr / 

F ! 

GERALD ARMSTRONG, 

o -• 

Defendant-Appellant.' " ■ ~ 

JOSEPH A. Clerk 





C;e 


On Appeal From Superior Court Of The State Of California 

County of Los Angeles 
The Honorable Ronald M. Sohigian 


APPELLANT'S OPENING BRIEF 


Ford Greene 
HUB LAW OFFICES 

California State Bar No. 107601 
711 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
San Anselmo, California 94960-1949 
Telephone: (415) 258-0360 


PAUL MORANTZ, ESQ. 
P.O. Box 511 
Pacific Palisades, 
California 90272 
(213) 459-4745 


Attorneys for Appellant 
GERALD ARMSTRONG 


COPY 
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